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ABSTRACT 

It is axiomatic that context 'influences interpersonal 
behaviors, yet communication researchers have had limited success in 
generating a set of conceptual or operational definitions for the 
situation variable. Two studies were conducted to examine ( 
emotion-eliciting qualities as the basis for such a typology and the . 
relationship pf situations classified by this system to other 
variables. Specifically, the first study investigated whether 
interpersonal situations could be described reliably in terms of 
emotion-eliciting qualities, 'while the second study tested specific 
predictions about approach toward or avoidance of/ interpersonal 
situations based on emotions elicited. In the first study, 102 
college undergraduates completed emotion-eliciting scales for a 
variety of situations, and, in the second, 170 students completed 
scales mea^ring anticipated approach-avoidance. Results indicated 
th&t emotion-eliciting qualities comprise a system for classifying 
situations that is exhaustive, mutually exclusive, and related to the 
theoretical purposes of explanation and prediction. Further/ the 
findings showed that emotion-eliciting qualities of interpersonal 
situations relate systematically to other variables. Approach toward 
or avoidance of interpersonal situations, ^or example / was predicted 
and explained in terms of emotions elicited by those situations. ^ 
(FL) 



******* ************ 

* Reproductions supplied by EDRS are the best that;, can be made * 

* from the original document. * 
************* **«f ************************************************* ****** 



A TYPOLOGY FOR INTERPERSONAL SITUATIONS 
OR, HOW DO I CLASS THEE, 
LET ME COJJNT iHE WAYS 



U.S. DEPAnrMENT OF EDUCATION 

NATIONAL INSTITUTE OR EDUCATION 

EDUCATIONAL RESOyRCES INFORMATION 
CENTER (ERIO 
This document has been reproduced as 
received from the person or organijaiion 

originating it. 

Minor changes have been made to*?mprove 
reproduction quality. 



* • Points of view or opinions stated in this docu- 
ment do not necessarily represent official NIE 
position or policy. 



Thompson Blggers 

The University of Miami 



John T, Masterson 

The University of Miami 



• PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS^ 
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY 

^ Thompson Biggers 



TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES 
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC)." 



Thompson Blgger6 (Ph.D., Florida State University, 1981). Is an 
assistant professor of Communication and John T. Masterson (Ph.D:, 
University of Denver, 1577) Is an associate professor of Communication 
at the University of Miami,* PC Box 2A8127, Coral GaMes, FL. 3312A 



A TYPOLOCy FOR INTERPERSONAL SITUATIONS 
OR, HOW DO I CLASS THEE, 
LET ME COUNT THE WAYS 



(abstract) 



It Is Axiomatic that context Influences Interpersonal behaviors » yet 
researchers have had limited -'success in generating a set of conceptual 
or operational definitions for- the situation variable. What Is needed 
Is a highly flexible typologictal schema acceptable to a broad range of 
scholars Two studies ^re reposed that examine emotlon-ellcltlng 
qualities ^s the basis for such aV. typology and the relationship of 
situations classified by this new system to other varlablep^ It Is 
demonstrated that this typological system Is exhaustive, ^xc^luslve, and 
allowes meaningful manipulation of the situation variable. Speclfl- 
cally» It Is demonstrated that Interpersonal approach and avoidance cai^ 
be accurately i>redlcted and explained. 



< 



/ It has become nearly axiomatic that* communication behavior is 
sltuatlonally , Influenced (DeVito^ 1980; Knapp, 1978; "Mastterson, 1977; 
Smith and Williamson, 1981 r Brooks and Emmert, 1980; Miller and 
Steinberg, 1975) • Even though this idea is almosr universally accepted, 
several problems still obtain in its application. Many authors .agree 
that specification^ of ^ situation^l^ effect^ is, at present, difficult 
(Mortensen, 1972; Kn^, 1978)^ This is largely due to the complexity, 
and consequent difficulty of measurement, associated with situations 
(Brooks and Emmert, 1980). « * 

Recent theoretical and experimental work in the area of emotion 

suggests that human response to a stimuli set, no matter how (complex or 

* ■ * \ 

the sense modalities involved, can be, described parsimoillously in terms 

^of» emotion-eliciting qualities (Mehrabian,. 1980). The emptional 

response of an individud^ is posited to relate systematically to a 

geheric set of behaviors ^ conceptualized along an approach-avoidance 

continuum (Russell and Mehrabian, 1978a.) If we can conceptualize 

! 

interpersonal situations as complex sets of stimuli, then it seems 
.possible that such situations can be , described parsimoniously in terms 
of their emotion-eliciting qualities. M the** emotion-eliciting 
qualities of interpersonal situations can be measured reliably, then ve 
may be able to make specific predictions about approach-avoidance 
behaviors relative to particular situations. In short » we should be* 
able to create a useful way of thinking about situations. ^ 

This paper presents the results t>f two studies that investigated 
emotions* elicited 'by situations and behaviors related to them. In the 
first experiment attempted to determine if interpersonal situations 



can be described reliably in terms of emotion-eliciting qualities, 
the. second stjocfyt we tested specific predictions about approach toward 
'Or avoidance of interpersonal situations based on emotions elicited. 

The Situation Problem ^ ' ' 

A major problem in the examination of situational impict on 

behavior has be^ the absence of a clear definition of situation 

tPervin, 49^8). In 3 recent review of the literature from diverse areas 

of social science Pervln (1978) suggests that: ^ . 

"In any particlilar situation we are interested in the 
organism' s engagement i^th an array of obj ects and actions 
which cover a time >8pan. A situation is defined. by who is 
^ involved, including the possibility that the individual is 
^ alone, where the action is taking place, and the nature of the 
action or, ^activities occurring. The situation is defined by 
the organization. of these various components^ so that it takes 
on a gestalt quality, and if one of the components changes we 
consider the situation ^o have changed. While a situation has , 
^a gestalt quality, it is defined by who is involved, what Is 
going oh, and where th^ action is taking place." 

• • . 

A situation can be thought of* as a unique organization of persons', 

' ' ' / ^ ^- \ . 

things, and actions as perceived by an organism. 



Pervln 's definition of the situation variable seems acceptable but 
suggests "further problems. Description of even one situation will be 
dlfflci^lt since we must ^eal with all of the numerous variables that are 
associated with^ each of the persons that are present, ^ including the 
observer (demographics, ^ personalities, psychological variables,^ 
artifacts, • etc.). We must account for all of the environmental, 
variables (eolors, textures, space, objects, arrangement, etc.) and all 
of the action or process \^ariables (persuasion, discussion, etc.), not 
to mention interactions among all these. If we wish to describe an 
entire class of situations — public speaking situations for communicatiOB' 



apprehension research or Initial meeting situations for ^fson 
perception and atti;action research — the problem becomes even more acute. 
^Now we must not only deal with all of the variables mentione^ above, but 

with all of the possible values that any of the Variables can exhibit in 

. I . ■ . 

any situation within (he class we wish to describe (All posible persons 

i 

places, objects and soon) • This means a multitude of scales and a 

. ^ 

seemingly endless process. If we wished to create a system that could 

\ • ... 

^e used ^o describe and classify all situations, then the problem has 
grown exponentially. ^ • ^ 

Several researchers have attempted to solve this problem in. their 
own areas of research. McCroskey and Richmond (1980), for exanfple, have 
suggiested a typology of si^uationd, for research ^ in Communication 
Apprehension. Their system focuses on tlie action variable classifying 
situations based on type of communication (i.e., small group, public 
speaking, etc.). Systems of this kind may be useful in a particular 
area, but do not provide much help overall. Generally, such systems' 

focus on one set of variables — persons or places or actions — but ^rarely 

• • ■ 

on the full range of stimuli Involved. Furthermore, these various 

typologies are not compatible or comparably. 

These Systems all fall to meet one of the key requirements of the 

Pervln definition. He suggested that "the situation is defined by the 

organization of (a]|.l) these various components so that it takes on a 

gestalt quality." If ' we * wish to talk about situation, we must talk 

about the gestalt created by the interaction of all the varions 

components. By tl^ls standard, * the limited scope typologies ar^ of 

little or no use. What is needed is a means of describing and 



manipulating the gestalt of the situation. Our problem is to tap the 

^ 4 

percefver's experience of this unique gestalt. 

The statidards we have set for evaluating any ;^ystetn of classifying 
situations include: (1) it is not liraltcfd to one type of variable 
(i.e., people, places or actions); (2) it Is not limited to one sense 
modality (sight, ^pund, smell,, ^tc); (3) it reflects the gestalt of the 
situation not just a part of it; (4) it allows for the scaling of all 
situations on the same dimensions so that different situations can be 
compared. It is possible that a single classification system based on 
human emotional response to situations may meet all of these criteria. 

The Nature of Emotion 
"I ' 

Thfe initial cbi^ceptualization of eidbtion, still accepted widely, 
posits that emotion is composed of 6 to 12 independent monopolar 
dimensions (Russell, 1980; Borgatta, J961; Clyde, 1963; Curran and 
Cattell, 1975). Central to this scheme is the idea that one emotional 
State is not related to another. Thus, elation is ^not similar to 

r ■ 

happiness, nor is it the opposite of ^ sadness. Even though this 
contradicts common sense, it has been widely accjepted. More recent 
research has suggested that these earlier findings were more the result 
of the methods used than the nature of the underlying phenomena 
(Russell, 1980; Meddis, 1^2; Svensson, 1978; Bush, 1973; Russell 9Xi\ 

Mehrabian, 1974). ^ . 

.■ . , 

Work with alternate methods has produced a growing body of research 

suggesting that all emotional states are inter-related so that it is 

possible to describe emotion systematically with a simple three factof 

system. This conceptualization proposes that all emotional states are 



combinations of three Independent ; bipolar dimensions; 
pleasure-displeasure, ' degree arousal, and domlnance-su'Hmlsslveness 
(Nehrablan 'and Russell, 197A; Mehrablan, 1980). This Important 
conceptual shift Is central to the present thesis that emotion qan i>e 
the center of a typology of situations. Therefore, the evidence 
underlying^ the claim warrants further investigation. 

Evidence from such diverse areas as intermodallty association, 
synesthesia, and physiological response to stimuli, all. suggest that a 
^ limited set 'of basic emotional responses exists for all stimulus 
situations. Independent of the sensory modality Involved. Intermodallty 
associations and synesthesia are examples of stimulation in* one sense 
modality affecting, perceptions in another. Evidence from experlpents 
with* t;he matching of adjectives with odors^t (Hazzard, 1930), the 
visualization of music (Karvoski and Odbert, 1938; Luria, 1969), ttife 
association of music and color (Odbert, Karvoski and Eckerson, 1942), 
and the association of scents vith tones (vorf Hombostel, L93I), all 
suggest that intennodality responding exists (Mehrabian and ^Russell, 
197 A). Osgood (1960) suggests that there is ample evidence to indicate 
that visual-verbal synesthesia exists as veil. 

Intermodallty responding and synesthesia ar^ evidence for a common, 
cross-modal core of human responses. This conceptualization suggests 

\ 

that a common emotional response mechanism acts as a bridge betveen the 
sense modalities allovlng stimulation in one mode to influence^ 
perception in another -mode (Mehrablan and Russell, 1974). 

Evidence from physiological respoAse experiments • supports the 
presence of a common but limited core of responses qo matter vhat sense 
modality^ is stimulated. Studies have repeatedly found degree of 



pleasure (as measui;Gd in brain mid-line stimulation) (Heath, I95A, 1963, 
196A; ords, 1956), arousal (as often measured with GSR, blood pressure, 
and so forth) (Berlyne, 4960), as primary responses (Mehrabian, 1980). 

The evidence suggests that Instead of being composed of Independent 
dimensions, emotional responses may be characterized as phenomena with a 
common core. Understanding of this. common core will allow us to relate 
emotional states to one another systematically. However, the 
underlying structure of emotion must be understood before this goal can 
be attained, 

The structure of human emotional response has been Investigated In 
a number of ways. This variety of methodologies gives us a great 
advantage In dlscovei;lng the underlying nature of all emotional 
reaction. Russell (1980) suggests that each method used to Investigate 
emotion will have variance accounted for by two factors: (1) the 
underlying nature of the phenomenon Itself (emotion); and (2) the nature 
of the method. Some factors will be found which are artifacts of 
methodological procedures but- common factors will emerge across methods. 
If we can discover these* common factors, we will have discovered the 
underlying structure of emotional response. 

' ^^Ui^^*^^®^ emotion as. revealed in facial expressions, it has 
commonl^^een found that a three factor ^solution will account for all of 
the emotions expressed. Three independent bipolar ' dimensions account 
for the underlying structure ; pleasantness-unpleasaintness , level of 
arousal, and dbminau^e (Abelson and Sermat, 1962; Engen, Levy and \ 
Schlosberg, 1957; Gladstone, 1962; Schlosberg, 1954). 

In areas of nonverbal research other than facial expressions 
(implicit verbal, gestural, and body position) a similar three factor 



' • .. . ^ 

I 

solution ^ has been- discovered (Mehrablan, 1972a, b; Mehrablan and 
Kslonzky, 1974). Mehrablan has latfel]ed these dimensions pleasantness, 
arousal and potency. 

Studies of the nature of emotion as reflected in natural language, 
or "affect" as Russell (1980) defines it, have generally found a three 
factor solution. The three factors ate similar to the ones reported In 
the facial expression research (Osgood, May, and Miron, 1957; Osgood, 
1969; Averill, 1975; Russell and Mehrabian, 1977). 

Specifically, research with the semantic differential has found 
three factors as the underlying structure of affective meaning. These 
three dimensions — evaluation (pleasantness) , activity (arousal) , 'and 
potency (dominance) — have been dlscoveted consistently (Osgood, 1966; 
Wiiriams and Sundene, 1965; Osgood, Suci, and Tannenbaum, 1957; SnlH^r 
and Osgood, 1969). These factors have been interpreted as affective,^ 
rather than cognitive, by Osgood (1969). " 

Analyses of. verbal reports of emotion yielded initially from six tc 
twelve independent emotional states. Russell (1980) suggests that this 
was due to the methods employed. Indeed, Meddis (1972) has demonstrated 
that when the acquiescence bias (the tendency to see any adjective as 
self descriptive) is removed, the three factor solution will explain the 
underlying structure of emotion in self reports. This view is supported 

by Svensson (1978), Bush (1973), Russell and Mehrabian (1974), and 

c 

Russell, Kard and Piatt (1978). ' • 

Russian and Mehrabian (1977) have provided some o-f the best 
evidence for the argument that all emotional 'states cian ^ be described 
with a very limited number of underlying factors. .Scores for 42 
emotional state scales and 151 emotion terms were found to be 



explainable with scbres from three Independent, bipolar factors: 
pleasure, arousal, and dominance. Indeed, in 'this study all of the 

reliable variance was accounted for (Russell and Mehrabian, 1977). 

* . o 

It seems possible^ to conclude that a limited set of„ dimensions 

underlies all emotional response. But what is the reason for this 

consistency of response? At least two possible answers are suggested by 

the literature. Russell (1980) suggests that every person possesses an 

"implicit emotion theory"^- It is implicit in the servse that the person 

could not explicitly state his or her complete conceptual frame; the 

nature of the frame must be Inferred from judgments about emotion that 




is this cognitive scbemS of emotion that allows for the common .results 

. ' . ■• . : . ^ 

we find ^rom differlA^ research methods. This schema would be used by a 
person when interpreting facial expressions, implicit apd explicit 
emotion in language, nonverbal communication in general, and a host of 
other possible cues. In other words, no matter which channel is 
stimulated, or; the jiatii]^ of» the variable or the range .of values, there 
Is a fairly sjlmple primaz^y emotional response schema that Is triffeered. 

• ' . . ■ ■ ; , \ . 



Osgood (1960) suggests that this commonality of reVponse ^s due to 
the biological nature of man. He has argued;, 



\ 
■ \ 

\ 



"Finally, we may inquire into the reasons behind 
similarities in . connotatlve systems despite language/culture 
differences. First, by virtue of being members of the hu^n; 
spfecies, people are equipped biologically to react- \to 
y situations in certain similat^ ways — ^with automatic, emotional 
reactfbns to rewarding and punishing situations (evaluation)', 
with btrong or weak mbscular tension to things offering great 
or little resistances (potency), and so on — and henpe they 9art " 
- form^connotative' significances for perceived objects and their\ 
linguistic signs varying^ along the same bisic dimensions. / 



9 



Such connotatlve reactions enter Into a vide variety of 
meaningful ^situations, arc therefore broadly generalized, and 
provide a basis for synesthetlc and metaphorical transposi- 
tions. Beyond this shared connotatlve framework, there , are 
, many specific relations between human organisms and their 
generally similar environments whose stability can be the 
basis for synesthetlc and metaphorical translations. These 
may be either Innate to the species or developed by learning 
under similar conditions. An example of the former (Innate) 
basis may be the common association of the red end of the 
spectrum with warmths and activity and the ^blue end with 
coldnesa and passivity. An example of the latter (acquired) 
basis may the common association of Visually large with 
auditorily* loud — it is simply a characteristic of the physical 
world tha\ as any noise-producing object approaches or- is 
approached, >^ Increases Ih visual angle are correlated with 
increases in loudness. These "homotroplsms" and experiential 
contingencies may be expressed in language but are Independent 
of the structure of any particular language" (p. 168). 

' In summary, Mehrabian (1980) has concluded that ."emotions are ever 

precuHt and constitute the. precognitive or rudimentary aspects ^of 

cognitive response to situations, events and persons." The emotions 

\. 

elicited by a group of stimuli can be described as an affective or 
feeling ^tnte that is the primary response of the organism to the 
situation. The affective state can be ^described by a parsimonious set 
of three . orthogonal bipolar dimensions: pleasure^ displeasure, 
arousal-nonarousal , and dominance-submlsslveness . Pletfsure^displeasure 
is a continuum* ranging froi? extreme pain ot unhappiness at one end to 
extreme happiness or ecstasy at the other. Arousal ranges form sleep 
through^ntermedlate states of drowslnesis, calmness, and alertness to 
frenzied excitement at the op]^osite extreme. Dominance-submlsslveness 
ranges from extreme feelings oj^ toeing Influenced and controlled to 
feelings of mastery and control. These three dimensions are b^th 
necessary and sufficient to describe any emotional state 
(Mehrabian. 1980). 



EKLC 



.2 



.10 

Three emotional responses; pleasure, arousal, and dominance, are 
proposed as a common core^ of human emotional response to all stitnull* 
No matter which, or how many, modalities of sensation are Involved, 
there ar^ only three response dimension^. Each of these dimensions Is 
orthogonal (Independent of the others) so that any value on one may be 
accompanied by any value* on the other tvr^^, allowing ^or an Infinite 
number of combinations. The complexity of a situation Involving 
multiple objects, persons and actions can thep be summarized with three 
parsimonious dimensions (Mehrablan^ 1980) • 

- ■ 

Approach-Avoidance ^ " - . * , 

It Is proposed that emotions elicited mediate behavioral resfTonses. 
Behavior Is conceptualized In terms of a generlc^class of actions called 
approach^-avoldance. Behaviors are seen as representing some point along 
a continuum from extreme desire to be associated with the situation to 
extreme desire to avoid association with the situation. These behaviors 
Include physical approach versus movement away from; degree of %xplora- 
tlon such as loolclng around and examining details; length of stay; 
various verbal and nonverbal expressions of preference; llke-dlsllke; 
degree of approach toward versus avoidance of persons; an4 t^rsks In the 
situation (Mehrablan, 1980). 

Generally, a person approaches stimuli that elicit feelings of 
pleasure and avoids ones that elicit pain. Arousalls also approached b^u 
more Importantly operates as a drive to the basic pleasure response so 
that as arousal Increases , the behavioral response, (approach or 
avoidance) appropriate to the pleasure level also Increases. In a high 
pleasure situation, greater arousal will cause greater approach while In 



a low pleasure sltuatlop greater ^arousal will caus^ greater* ^^oldance. 

— ' ' • ^ ' " ^ - 

These mechanilsths have he^ demonstrated ii^ .terms of ^ work, foo.d' 
consumption, affiliation, alcohol. Consumption, attitude change,"^ and^ so 
on (Mehrabian, 1980; Biggers and Pryor, 1982), 

Dominance^submissiveness operates as^ permission ^to beBave. When a 
person feels dominant (s)he feels as if (s)he has freedojn to enact a 

: ' 

full range of behavior. When pleasure and -ar9trsal are high we expect 

' t ' ' 

strong approach .behavior, ir one also feels dominant (s)he would 

approach more than if (s)he felt submissive. (Biggers^ and Rankis, 
1982). . • . . 



Measurement Issues ' . - 

A series of paper and pencil measuring, instruments tfave been 
developed '^to measure pleasure, arousal, dominance, ^ and approach^ 
avoidance. Each of these instruments has p^roduced high reHabillty 
scores (alpha above .80) in previous research. ' (Russell & Mehrabian, 
1974) . ' ^ ^ ^ ' 



These measuring instruments de^l with^ emotion as reported in 

« • • 

language. This method of measuring emotion has been criticized in the 

v.. 

past because it does not rely on a behavioral Indices. Mehrabian. has 

suggested that , researchers abandoned investigation of emottTlon as 

ii - ^. " 

reported in language in an attempt to appear scientific. It' would seem 
acceptable, however, to use language since the underlying structure of 

emotion as reported by this method is similar to the. structure reported 

• • *. * 

with other methods (Mehrabian, 1980). , tf this avejiue of ^^Investigation 



is fruitful then we should proceed. 



STUDY ONE 

^ This study attempted to determine if emotion-eliciting qualities 
can' be used as ai>basi* for describing interpersonal situations'. If so, 
the *^eiDOtional response dimension can then serve as the basis for a 
typology of situations. The first step in developing a scientific body 
of knowledge is the construction of a typology — a method ^f organizing 
and categorizing "things" (Reynolds 1977). Without ^such a system of 
^organization it is hard to proceed with the other tasks of science such 
as the specification of relationships, predictions, explanation, a sense 
of understanding, and potential control. 

For a typology to be useful Reynolds (1977) suggests three 
criteria. First, the system should be exhaustive, that is, there are no 
"things" of the group being classified that canpot be placed in the 
scheme. Second is mutual exclusiveness meaning that there is no 
ambiguity about where each thing is to be placed in the scheme. Third, 
is the criterion that the typology should be consistent with the 
concepts used in the statements that express the other purposes of 
science (prediction, explanation, etc.) 

XHis study * investigates the first two of these issues, 
exhaust iveness and mutual* exclusiveness. If we can conceptualize 
interpersonal situations as complex sets of stimuli having their sources 
in persons, places, and actions that are perceived as a gestalt by an 
individual, and if stimuli — no matter how complex or how many sense 
modalities are involved — can be described « in term^ of their 
emotion-eliciting qualities, then we should be^ able to construct a 
suitable typology for situations basqd on emotional response. 



The criterion of exhaustivencss is met if a number of subjects can 
reliably scale^ situations that are very diverse. This voiUd requirj^: 

1) the construction of a set of situations that vary each of 
three components: persons (including the absence of 
persons), places, and actions. ^ ' 

2) the rating of these situations by naive subjects. 

3) high reliability of the measurement instruments. ^ 
The* criterion of mutudl exclusiveness ^is met if no ambiguity 

remains about the classification of a situation after scaling. That is, 
there should be a response (a mean) for each of the three factors; 
pleasure, arousal, and dominance. 

Since we"^ are dealing with a three t^ctor classification system 
several additional requirements are imposed. Each of the three factors 
must be independent. If not, they are redundant and do not add to our 
descriptive abilities. This means that we should be able to locate 
situations that are extremely high on one dimension and low on each of 
the others, low on one dimension and high on each of the others and so 
on. All . combinations of high and low for each dimension should be 
possible. 

Second, each of the three dimensions is considered to be a domain. 
Each domain is med«*ured with a set of bi-polar scales. Each scale 
should have high reliability but more importantly each scal^ should* 
account for the majority of the reliable variance oZ the scores In that 
domain. " 

Third, situations that we might class as extreme on the various^ 
scales should be statistically different (high pleasure versus low i 
pleasure etc.). For all test alpha « .05. 
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Sample 

• A total of 120 male and female undergraduate students wH$[ were 
enrolled in a variety of Communication classes participated in this 
study. Each subject responded to eight of the situations. 

f 

Procedure 

Forty-eight interpersonal situations were created by the authors 
from those suggested by preVious research, colleagues » students, 
brainstorming and so forth. An attempt was made to create situations 
that were diverse* ^ 

The use of hypothetical situations rather than naturally occurring 

ones is acceptable in this instance for several reasons. First, our 

goal is to investigate the potential usefulness of an approach to 

» 

dUssifylng situations* not to fully explore all of the ramifications of 
that system. This first test does not have to answer all the questions 

Jr - 

about such a system but merely open the door for other researchers to 
follow. 

Second, if Russell (1980) is correct, subjects will be using the 
same cognitive schema 'of emotions no matter what type of stimuli are 
presented . The results of other research suggest that the schema is 
stable across a' multitude of methodologies. 

Third, if Osgood (1960) is correct, there is a biological mechanism 
that underlies the emotional response* These mechanisms are going to be 
operating no matter what type of approach we take. These arguments give 
us ample reason to believe that at this early juncture in the 
Investigation of emotion, verbal descriptions of situations will be 

f- 

adequate to cur purpose; 
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Each situation was typed In-a standard format at the top of a sheet 
« of paper* Scales for each of the emotional dimensions were represented 
below each ^si^uation,' In the 18 bi-polar adjectives that comprise the 
pleasures t arousal and dominance scales were presented below in a 
randomized order. Direction of scale values was reversed on alternating 
items. » ^ 
-a^ ^ Situatibns were selected' randomly and ordered in six groups of 
eight. No situation appeared in more than one grouping. Twenty six 
copies of each j(roup oi" eight were produced. Instructions a^ked 
subjects to read:^ach situation carefully and take a few minutes to 
create the situation^for themselves » imagining that they\>ere actually 
in the situation. - Th^n the subject was asked to indicate how (8)he 



would feel^ if (s)he '^were in this situ^tibn by filling out th^ 
emotion-eliciting scales. After completion of the scales the subject' 

was al^ked to read theVext situation and repeat the process. Twenty 

observations were generatM. for each stimulus or a total of 960 

observations (20 observations per stimulus jf^S stimuli « 960 total 
observations) • 

Results \ 

. \ 

Reliability of the scales was checked ^ calculating coefficient 
alpha. Reliabilities were deemed to be acceptable (Dominance " .82 » 
Arousal - .8A» Pleasure -..92). \ 

/Mean pleasure^ arousal^ and dominance scores ^ere calculated for 
each situation. Means and standard deviations are presented for each 
situati o n la Table 1. — — — 



\ 

\ 
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Insert Table 1 About Here 



Ranges w#re calculated for each of the dimensions. Scores in the 
upper one-third of each rang^^ere designat^ed as highland those in the 
r lower one third were designated as low. Each mean was then classed as 
high» moderate 9 or low. 

^ To test for independence and variance accounted for » a series of 
analyses of variance were conducted using » arousal and dominance as 
dependent measuresc Stimuli were selected for each cell of a 2x2x2 
ANOVA with two levels of pleasure (high and low)» twd**B^i|ls of arousal 
(high and low)» and two levels of dominance (high and low). 

( Example : for a situa^^^n be selected as appropriate for the 
high pleasure*low artusal-high dominance cell it would have had a mean 
pleasure score in the top one-thir/Cf the range for pleasure^corest a 
mean arousal score in - the bottom one- third of the range for arousal 
scores and a mean dominance score in the top one*third of the range for 
dominance ficores.) 

■ — — - — 



Insert Table 2 About Here^ 

r 



Three ANOVAS were conducted » one each for the pleas^re» arousal » 
and dominance means. The first ANOVA examined pleasure scores acros^ 
all conditions. The pleasure dimension was significant » F(1»16S) - 
342. 152 r £ -< .001 The arousal mension was not significant » F(l»165) 
■ 1.982» £ • .161. The dominance imension was significant^ F(1^165) « 
20. 704 » £ ■ < .001. None of the two way interactions was significant. 
The three way interaction was significant. "FCU165) - 13.544, £ -<.001. 

13 
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Pleasure accounted for the majority of the variance » 63%, while 
dominance accounted for 3.8% and the three way Interaction accounted for 
l.kx{ The mean toy high pleasure^was 7,35, while low was 3. OA. The 
mean for high pleasure was significantly greater than that for low 
pleasure and the ^pleasure dliii#islon accounted for the majority- of the 
yarlance of that domain. This leads us to fonclude that ' pleasure Is 
Independent, the domain Is tapped by. the scale, and It can be 
manipulated. 

An ANOVA for the' arousal scores revealed that the pleasure 
dimension was significant, F(1,165) « 17.551, - < .001,' the- arousal 
dimension was significant, F(l,165) « 151.973, P-<.001, acj^ the 
dominance dimension was nonsignificant, F(1,165) > 4.291, £ > .212. The 
pleasure by Arousal interaction was s^ignif leant, F(1,I65) - 8.341. jP - 
.004, as was the pleasure by dominance interaction, F(I,165) - 4;536, 2! 
- .035. 

The pleasure dimension accounted for 5Z of the variance While 
arousal accounted for 44Z. The pleasure by arousal interaction 
accounted for 2.3% of the variance while . the pleasure by dominance 
Interaction accounted for 1.3% of variance. The mean for high arousal 
was 6.66 while low arousal was 4.10. The significant difference In the 
means, the result of the £ test an^ the fact that the largest percentage 
of the variance for arousal scores was accounted for the arousal^ 
dimension indicates that arousal is significant and Independent. 

. The ^OVA for dominance scores revealed that pleasure was 
significant, F(I,I65) » 9.994, P » .002, arousal was not significant, 
F(l,165) - .766, P^ - .383, and dominance was significant, F(I, 165) « 
176.097, £ -<.001. The pleasure by arousal interaction was significant. 
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F(l,165) - 4.722, P « .031 . Arousal by dominance was significant, 
F(l,165) - 7.711, P^ « .006, and the three way interaction was 
significant, F(l,165) « 3.966, P = .0A8. 

Pleasure accounted for 2.7% of the variance, dominance for A8.A%. 

r ft. 

TVie pleasure by arousal interaction accounted for 1.2% while the arousal 
by dominance interaction accounted for 2.1%. The three way interaction 
accounted for 1% of the variance. 

The mean for high dominance was 6. 7 A and lov dominance was A .06. ^ 
This > combined with the resulXs of the test and the pertentages of 
variance accounted for lead to the conclusion that dominance was 
manipulated independently of^ the other dimensions. 

Discussion 

It would ^ seem that our f,irst set of conditions for accepting 
emotion-eliciting qualities bs the basis {or a typology are met. 
Subjects were able to define the* situations in terms of pleasure, 
arousal, and dominance. The dimensions seem to be ^ independent as 
indicated by the analysis of* variance^. The scales are acceptably 
reliable and a large portion of the^-wiriance of scores In each domain is 
accounted for by that dimension. 

STUD^ TWO 

Rationale ^ t» 

• ^ The third and most critical test of the usefulness of a ^typology 
depends on the degree to which the system of classification lends itself^ 
to the other purposes of science--prcdlctlon ^nd « explanation « 
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Classification^ of situations according to emotion-eliciting qualities 

will be useful to the extent that it allows prediction and explanation 

of other variables. 

It has been suggested that the emotion-eliciting qualities of a 

stimulus will predispose an individual to either approach or avoid that 

stimulus. Specifically, we suggest that It is not only Intuitively 

appealing, but previous research supports the premise that individuals 

will prefer situations that they find to be pleasurable. Therefore: 

: Individuals will tend to approach pleasurable situations more 
% \ 
than displeasurable ones. 



A state of activity has been generally found to ^e preferred to a 

state of inactivity. Therefore: 

H2: Individuals will tend to approach arousing situations more 

than una rousing ones. 

{ It has been generally believed that individuals prefer a feeling of 

being in control. This has not always been, confirmed by research with 

this theory even though it is suggested by research in other areas. 

Biggers and Rankis (1982) suggested that the lack of support for this 

proposition has been due to^ the restricted range of the dominance 

dimension in ^previous studies. Allowing dominance to vary fully it Is 

suggested that: - 

H^: Individuals will tend to approach dominance eliciting 

situations more than submissiveness eliciting ones. \ 

Previous studies suggest that pleasure eliciting situcttioiis are 

approached and that arousal acts as a drive for this basic response. 
« ft 

Therefore: 
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H^: Pleasure and arousal will Interact so that when pleasure Is 
high, approach will Increase with high arousal » but when 
pleasure Is low* approach will decrease with greater arousal. 

If pleasure generates approach and .dominance acts as permission to 
behave, then: 

H.: Pleasure and dominance^ will Interact so that when pleasure and 
dominance are high, approach will be greater than when 
pleasure Is high but dominance Is low. When pleasure Is low 
approach will be less when domlnapce Is high than when 
( dominance Is low. 

If arousal Is preferred, and If dominance acts as permission, then: 

4 

IL: Arousal and dominance will Interact so that when arousal and 
dominance are high, approach will be greater than when arousal 
Is high but dominance Is low. However, when arousal Is low 

s 

approach will be less when dominance Is high than It will be 
when dominance Is low. 
If pleasure Is a preferred state that will produce approach and 

arousal acts as a drive to this basic response with dominance as 

permission to act on ones desire, then: 

H^: When pleasure and arousal are high, approach will be greatest 
when dominance is \^l80 high. When pleasure is low and arousal 
is high, approach will be least when dominance is high. When 
pleasure is high and arousal is low, approach will be greater 
when dominance is high than it is when dominance is low. If 
pleasure and arousal are low, approach will be greater when 
dominance la low. 

t 
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Subjects 

Subjects were 85 male and 85 female undergraduate students enrolled 
in Junior and Senior level Communi'cation courses. Some subjects 
received course credit for participation. 

Operationalization 

The eigh't situations used in the second part of the, first study 
.reported here constituted the stimuli for this experiment. Pleasure, 
Arousal, and Dominance each had two levels designated as high 'and low. 

Th€^' dependent variable for* the experiment was appro^ch-avoidiance. 
It was measured using a questionnaire developed by Mehrabian (1980). We 
are not actually measuring approach-avoidance but rather anticipated 
approach-avoidance. Subjects are telling us what they believe they 
would do in these situations. This is acceptable in this case since 
this is an exploratory study. It will be important to replicate this 
study with naturally occurring situations and behavioral measures. 

Power 

Each cell of the experiment will have 170 observations. The effect 
^ize from previous studies has been found to be medium, d « TSO (Russell 
and Mehrabian, 1978). With cell sizes of 170 Cohen (1977) su^ests that 
effect size of .50 with alpha - .05 will result in a power of .99 fpr a 
t-test of means. If effect size is greater than .5, poifer will be 
greater than .995. If effect size is smaller, the following power 
values will result: d « .40, power « .95; d « 30, power > .80; d « .20, 
power _^ •51. ."^cT : 



If the effect size :'i8» small (.30), then power will "still be 
adequate detect differences. 'Only in the case where effect size Is 
.2 or smaller i^ll powet fall to chance of lower. v " ' 

Power is calculated for the t-test of' means for several reasons. 
First, themost important comparisons of this study will be conducted at 
this level. Second, Cphen*s (1977) suggestions of power calculations 
for the F test in the case^of a 2x2x2 Anova ar^roublesome In t1iat they 
seem to be quite liberal (over-estimate power). Third, since cell sizes 
given for F test comparisons are smaller, ^selection of the more 
conservative estimates guarantees the integrity of the power ^estimates. 

; ■ ■ ' \ 

Design 

A 2x2x2 fully factorial analysis of variance design with two levels 
of pleasure, arousal, and dominance «was used. Eight cells .were 
produced. ^ . 

« 

Procedure 

Subjects participated in the experiment in cgroups. Subjects 
received a written set of instructions that asked them to imagine that 
they actually were in the situation described and then to answer the 

3 

questions that followed (the Approach-Avoidance Scale). 

Each subject read and responded to all eight stimuli. Order ^f 
presentation of the stimuli was systematically varied to control for 
order effects. 

* : * 

After completion of the last approach-avoidance scale, subjects 
were asked, in a separate set of instructions, to rate the emotions 
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elicited by the last stimulus. This served as a manlpulat'lng check. In 
this manner, 21 checks were produced for each stimulus* 

Debriefing ^ 

After ^all of the subjects had completed the experiment, the 
experimenter explained the Intent of the study. Since no deception was 
Involved, the explanation was a straight-forward presentation of the 
theory. Subjects were asked If they had guessed the Intent of the 
study. Nonii Indicated that they had. 

Results 

Reliability of the dependent measure was calculated using 
coefficient alpha. The resulting value of ,85 was deemed adequate. 
Means and ' standard deviations for approach scores were calculated by 
averaging Individual responses for each stimulus. 

Tests of Hypotheses 

The first step In the tests of the hypotheses was to perform an 
ANOVA for mean approach iscores (see Table 3) . Examination of the 
results from this test Indicated that all of the main effects and all 
but one of the Interactions were significant. Pleasure significantly 
affected approach (F(l,1353) - 3225.823, £ -<.001). Arousal was also 
significant (F(l,1353) « 38.191, £ *<.p01). Dominance also produced a 
slgnlfltant effect (F(l,1353) -= 192.034, £ «<.001). 



— ' Insert Table 3 About Here 
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Two of the three two-way Interaction effects were also significant. 
Pleasure x arousal (F( 1,1353) = 36.651, £ =<.001) and pleasure x 
dominance (F(l,1353) « A3. 352, p «C.001) were significant. Arousal x 
dominance was not significant (£(1,1353) 1.262, £ « .261). 

The three-way interaction of pleasure, arousal, and dominance . was 
significant. (F(l,1353) - 104.205, p «=<.001) 

Eta^ was calculated to determine va^^nce accounted for. An 
overall eta^ of .7218 was found. The cta^ for each individual dimension 
revealed that pleasure accounted for 64 percent of the variance while 
arousal accounted for .8 percent of the variance and dominance accounted 
for 3.6 percent of the variance in approach scores. 

Scheffe's test was used to, probe the various mean contrasts 
suggested by the hypotheses. A cumulative table of means and results 
is presented in Table 4. Hypothesis one suggests that individuals 
prefer high pleasure to low pleasure. The means, (high pleasure « 6.41 
and low pleasure 2.53), and the significance, p « .001, indicate that 
this is supported. 

Insert Table 4 Here 

Hypothesis two Suggested that high arousal would be approached more 
than low arousal. The means for these two, (high » 4.68 and low • 
4.25), plus the significance, p ?<.001, indicated that this was 
supported. 

Hypothesis three suggested that approach would be greatest, when 
dominance was high. %Thi8 was also supported. The mean for high 
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dominance was A, 92 while the mean for low dominanc(^ was 4,01, The 
difference was statistically significant, £ «=<,001. ^ 

Hypothesis four stated tfiat pleasure and arousal would interact so 
that when pleasure was high, approach would be highest ^hen arousal was 
also high. However, when pleasure was low the results would be 
different with greater approach when arousal was low. The interaction 
effect was found to be significant, £ «<.001, but examination of the 
means confirmed only one of the predicted differences. In the high 
pleasure condition approach was greater when arousal was high, (high 
arousal 6.83 and low arousal 6.11), £ =y^.05. This" supports the first 
prediction. In the low pleasure condition, no difference existed 
between the two means (high arousal 2.55, low arousal 2.54). The second 
prediction is not confirmed. 

Hypothesis five suggested that pleasure and dominance would 
Interact. The result of the F test sjuggests that this interaction is 
present (pleasure x dominance F(l,1353) -= A3, 352, £-<.001). However, 
only one of the two predictions in hypothesis five was confirmed by 
examination of the means. In the high pleasure condition, when 
dominance is high approach is higher than when dominance is low (high 
dominance 7.09 and low dominance 5.73, £ =< .05). When pleasure Is low, 
greater approach is still found when dominance is high (high dominance 
2.77 and low dominance 2.31, £ - <.05). Hypothesis five is only 
partially supported. 

Hypothesis six suggested that dominance and arousal would interact. 
Examination of the F test indicated that this was not the case 
(F(l,1353) - 1.262, £- .261). Hypothesis six is not confirmed. 
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Hypothesis seven predicted a three way interaction between 
pleasure » arousal, and dominance. The F test confirmed the presence of 
this interaction (F(l,1353) « 10A.205, £ "<.001). Examination of the 
means for the four predicted d^Lfferences indicated that three of the 
four are as predicted. High pleasure-high arousal-high dominance (7.13) 
is greater than high pleasure-high arousal-low dominance (6.52 • p « 
<05). Low pleasure-high arousal-high dominance (3.09) is not less than 
low pleasure-high arousal-low dominance (1.99). High pleasure-low 
arousal-high dominance (7.06) is higher than high pleasure-low 
arousal-low dominance (A. 92), £ * < .05). Low pleasure-low arousal-high 
dominance (2.A6) Is lower than low pleasure-low arousal-low dominance 
(2.62). .This difference is not significant. Hypothesis seven is 
partially supported. 

Power analysis of the various mean contrasts is presented in 
Table 5. 



Insert Table 5 About Here^ 



Examination of the power table indicates that power was adequate 
for most of the mean contrasts that were of lmportance\ In only one 
case was power too low for an a'dequate test of a i^redicted difference. 
In the case of the last prediction of hypothesis seven, low pleasure - 
low arousal - low dominance, the means were in the predicted direction 
but the difference was not significant. The power for this test was 
only .2A. This may account for the lack of significance. 

Since the power for all of the critical tests, except one, was .97 
or greater, power is deemed sufficient to have discovered all predicted 
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effects. This line of reasoning is proposed due to the fact that the 
power for F test requires smaller samples to detect differences. If, 
then, power is adequate for the t-test it will be even greater for the F 
test. 

Discussion 

This paper has presented the results of two studies which 
investigated human emotional responses to situations and behaviors 
related to these responses. The results of these investigations have 
serious and far-reaching implications for teachers and researchers in 
the field of human communication. 

Based on these and other studies it now seems reasonable to 
conclude that emotion-eliciting qualities comprise a system for 
classifying situations that is ^ exhaustive, mutually exclusive, and 
related to the theoretical purposes of explanation and prediction. Such 
a system begins to fill^a methodological void and .promises to open a 
rich new line of further research that may shed new light on the 
relationships between communication and situation. 

Furthermore, we may conclude tentatively from the present studies 

that emotion- elici ting qualities of interpersonal^ situations relate 

systematically to other variables. In the present studies approach 
toward or avoidance of interpersonal situations was predicted and 
explained in terms of emotions elicited by those situations 

The phase "communication is situationally influenced" has become an 
axiom of communication studies. Investigation of these influences has 
been seriously hampered by the lack of a systematic method for the 
description, manipulation and classification of the situation variable*^ 

- . ■ 3 0. 
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Nov that ve have demonstrated that such a system can be created It 
becomes possible to investigate the influences of the situation on 
communication behavior. Unlimited^ sets of questions about relationships 
between situations and other variables and be generated. offer Just 
a few In the hope that it will stir the intellectual curiosity of other 
researchers who will begin to elaborate a conceptual frame in this area. 

We have wondered how the situation influences such things as person 
perception. What affect does the situation have on appraisals of 
strangers' ^vhen we meet them? How does the situation influence 
escalation of interpersonal relationships? In what way does the 
situation impact the selection of friends or enemies? What 
characteristics of a s^Bj^ation will lead to greater or lesser 
persuasion? What sorts of effects will variations of different 
components in the situation have on the gestalt? Are persons more 
important than objects* for example? Do different activities in the 
situation predispose us to view the gestalt differently? How does 
conntunication behavior fit into the model that we have proposed? Is 
communication vith another an approach behavior or is it an avoidance 
behavior? Is It possible that communication can be approach or 
avoidance depending on the situation? This list could be extended 
beyond these few suggestions and we hope that each of you has already 
begun to formulate your own. 

Some limitations of the studies obtain and are noted here. The 
subject population was composed of students* which limits the 
generalizabillty of the findings. The method of investigation used ^ 
verbal descriptions of situations rather than "real" situations. It 
could thus be argued that the studies are dealing onl}' vith 



J^lMsif^^^^i^"® subject Imagination The authors ^suggest that 

further research In this area should use naturally occurring situations 



In order to validate the present findings. 



TABLE 1 

Means and Standard Deviations 
of Pleasure, Arousal, and Dominance 

Pleasure Arousal Dominance 
\ Std, Std, Std, 

Situation ^ Mean Dev . Mean Dev . Mean Dev. 

!• You are promoted at work after being 
recognized for outstanding achievement. 
It gives you a feeling of being bold 
and creative. Your new position is one 

that is admired and powerful. 7.83 1.35 7.32 1.17 7.23 1.35 

2. You have graduated from school. You 
fell vigorous and triumphant. You are 
excited about your future which yqpu 

expect to be activated and joyful. 7.76 .88 7.08 .92 6.83 .84 



3. You take a vacation of at least one 
week. You are untroubled and quiet. It 

is a relaxed time. 8.32 .71 3.71 1.46 5.26 1.77 

4. You get a job with numerous 
opportunities where you have much to 
learn about the new work. However, you 
are unperturbed, untroubled. Your 

approach is leisurely. -6.63 1.85 5.01 1,57 4.69 1.45 

5. Getting fed up, you coiq>lain about 
your job to your boss. You have a 
feeling of being defiant and angry. 
The situation makes you hostile and 

enraged. 2.65 .75 7.63 1.46 5.38 1.55 

• • 

6. You are disgusted with and fire an 
cvttployee. You have a feeling of cold 

anger. You are scornful. 3«85 1.28 7.46 .82 7.73 .95 

initiate a break-up with youf ' — 

boyfriend or girlfriend and are 
unconcerned. You are uninterested and 

proud, uncaring. 6.07 1.52 4.86 1.57 7.48 .09 

8. You can't stand your Job anymore and 
you quit. You are uninterested even 

uninterested and selfish. 3.40 1.49 4.95 1.93 5.35 1.28 

9. You form a new relationship in %9hich 
you feel totally protected and cared for. 
You are surprised and Impressed. It 

8Liy«f_you a feelinyg of beijig jnu^^ and 

fascinated. **** 
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Pleasure Arousal Dominance 



Situa tion 

10. You feel in love with someone who 
overwhelms you. You are loved, 
infatuated, and sexually excited. You 
g^t married. ^ 

11. Someone relieves you'of «n un- 
pleasant responsibility that you have 
tried to shed for a long time. ^You 
feel^consoled and protected.^ You are 
sheltered. 



Std. % 
Mean Dev. 



Std. Std. 
Mean Dev. Mean Dev. 



8.46 .55 7.87 .96 4.29 1.56 



7.82 1.05 4.43 1.21 4.33 1.80 



12. Your relationship with your spouse 

or partner significantly improves 

because you agree to follow certain rules. 

It gives you a feeling of being tran- 

quilized and sleepy. You let your life 

be guided by a new found philosophy. 5.80 2.00 



13. You serve a Jail sentence of at least 
one day or more. You are fearful, 
terrified i and helpless. You feel 
frustrated and very embarrased. 2.31 



3.40 1.32 3.05 1.32 



.90 6.22 1.96 3.15 .80 



14. You experience trouble at work. You 
are* Irritated and humiliated. You are 
tense due to the eoibat tied and unsafe . 
condition that you find yourself in. 

15. Your boyfriend or girlfriend decides 
to break-up with you against your 
wishes. You are depressed, lonely and 
despairing. It la a sad and unhappy 
time in your life. You are discouraged. 

16. You experience sexual difficulties. 

- You JJTft _f eelin^^fa^^u^^ feeble. You 
are detached, discouraged, even 
deactivated. It is a time of being 
bored and blase. 

17. You take a vacation of at least 

one week. You are untroubled and quiet. 
It la a relaxed time. You are free to 
do as you please. 

18. You take a vacation of at least one 
week. You are untroubled and quiet. It 
is a relaxed time. You feel in control. 



2.77 1.09 7.04 1.56 4.87 1.48 



2.61 .93 4.93. 1.61 3.75 .99 



2.41 .94 3.43 1.29 4.00 1.12 



7.95 .87 4.66 1.78 6.64 1,58 



8.10 .67 4.03 1.57 6.05 1.76 
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Situation . 

•19. You have become fed up with your 
Job. You have a feeling of scornful, 
cold anger. You are defiant and angry. 
You complain to your boss. 

20. You complalh to your boss because 
you have become fed up with your job. 
cffhe entire situation makes you feel 
' hostile and enraged* You are scornful, 
defiant* and angry. 

21/ You have become disgusted with an 
employee. You become hostile and 
enraged. You are scornful and angry. 
You fire the employee. 

22. You have a feeling of cold anger 
toward one of your employees. You are 
disgusted, angry and hostile. You fire 
the employee. 

23. Your relationship with your boyfriend 
or girlfriend has lost Its Interest for 
you. You Initiate a break*up. You are 
extremely unconcerned. You do not case* 
You are proud and uninterested. It Is 
your decision. 

24. You find that you are nox longer 
Interested In the person that you have 
been dating. You end the relationship. 
You are unconcerned about the result. 
You are selfish and proud; uncaring. 
It Is what you want to do. 

25. You have become completely un* 
Interested In your Job. You are 
unconcerned and pr<md. You go tp your 
boss and tell him you can*t stand your 
Job anymore. You quit. It is what you 
want to do. 



Pleasurl 

Std. 
Mean Dev 




Arousal Dominance 
Std. Std. 
Mean Dev. Mean Dev. 



2.88 .95 6 



.71^1. 



59 5.45 1.50 



3.15 1.43 6.73 2:.03 5v39 1.62 



4.40 1.14 7.10 1.28 7.13 1.09 



5.46 1.70 6.54 1.04 7.76 1.20 



5.59 1.49 4.79 1.26 6.83 1.28 




5.03 1.67 4.65 1.06 6.28 1.34 



5.46 2.47 5.27 1.55 6.42 1.38 



26. You can*t stand your Job anymore. 
Tou are uninterested and unconcerned. 
Tou have a feeling of not caring. You 

-think about It and decide to quit. 
You do 8o. 

27. You take a vacation of at least one 
week. You are free to do as you please. 
You'' plan to Just relax. You are 
untroubled and quiet. 



5.32 2.47 5.17 1.80 6.54 1.49 
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.92 4.27 U45 5.91 1.34 



Pleasure Arousal Dominance 
Stjd. Std. Std. 

Situation Meatj Dev. Mean Dev. Mean Dev. 



28. You take a vacation of at least one 
week. You are totally In control of the 
situation. You are untroubled and quiet. < 

It Is a relaxed time. 7.80 1,42 4.59 1.65 5.92 1.92 

29. You have become disgusted with an 
employee. You are hostile and enraged 
It Is a very nasty situation. You are 
scornful and angry. You fire the 

employee. 4.83 1.84 7.23 1.11 7.32 1.19 

30. You have a feeling of cold anger • 
toward one of your employees. The 

situation makes you miserable. You > 
are disgusted » angry and hostile. You 

fire thte employee. / 1.75 7.12 1.35 7.15 1.11 

31. Your relationship with your girl- 
fs^nd Qr boyfriend has' lost Its Interest 
Tor you. In a very unpleasant scene » you t 
Inltj-ate a brea1c-up. However» you are . \ 
unconcerned^ uncaring. You are proud 

and uninterested. It is your decision. 5.29 1.70 5.62 1.25 6.41 1.07 

32. You flnd^that you are no longer 

Interested in the person that you have . 
-been dating. In a very nasty scene you 
end the relationship. You are unconcerned, - ^ 

selfish, and proud. It is what you want 

to do. You are uncaring and cold. 5.72 1.89 6.12 1.49 7.39 .7^ 

33. You initiate a break-up with your 

boyfriend or girlfriend. 4.40 .85 6.13 1.10 6.18 .53 

34. You can't stand your Job anymore 

and you quit. 5.78 1.15 6.44 1.00 6.30 .96 

35. Someone you know has died. You 
are in charge of all of the funeral 

arrangements. 4.80 .97 6.01 1.09 6.10 .75 

36. Tou are listening to your roommate 'f f 

story about their big heartbreak. 5V^2 1.12 6.74 1.00 6.02 1.02 

37. Tou are sitting through a dull 
lecture on a subject that you know 

quite a bit about. 4.90 1.02 5.87 .98 5.98 .87 

38. You have a problem with your tar 
late at night on a deserted stretch 

of road, but you can fix it. 4.83 .98 5.98 1.36 5.63 1.07 
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Pleasure Arousal Dominance 
Std. Std. Std. 

Situation >: Mean Dev. Mean Dev. Mean Dev o 

39. You are ending a relationship 

with someone that you don't care about. 6.20 f.85 §.5i6 1.57 7.07 " .95 

40. You are valtlng at your office for 

a salesman to call. He Is late for your 
appointment and doesn't ^ have anything 

you want anyway. 2.67 1.02 6.02 1.48 6.84 .90 

41. You have a Job that you don't care 

about. You are uninterested and proud. 3.53 1.31 3.43 1.01 5.97 1.35 

42. You are a speech teacher listening 

to a speech that is repetitive and dull. 3.10 .95 3.07 1.04 5.91 1.27 

43. You are a babysitter late at night 

waiting for the parents to cotne home 5.41 1.20 4.10 1.11 5.60 1,13 

44. You are a waitress or waiter in a 
dull little restaurant. It is the middle 

of the afternoon. 2.87 1.07 2.42 .93 4.28 lo70 

45. You are a lower level manager in a 

dull Job with no chance of advancement. 1.84 .80 3.24 1.72 3.47 1.23 

46. You are a teacher of a class of 
totally uninterested students. It is 

dull and uninteresting. 2.53 1.41 3.73 1.23 5.11 1.31 

47. You are a guard in charge of a 
group of Inmates. Nothing ever happens. 

It Is dull and uninteresting. 3.88 1.33 3.35 1.27 6.27 1.62 

*Each dimension has a possible range of values from 1 to 9. 



Table 2 Means and Standard Deviations of Emotional 
Responses, Manipulation Check 



T Pleasure Arousal Dominance 

Stimuli ' Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD_ 



1 




7.84 


.57 


6.95 


1.12 


7.33 


1.02 


6 




4.26 


1.30 


6.50 


.96 


6.82 


.97 


10 




7.22 


1.63 


6.63 


.98 


4.65" 


1.07 


11 




6.29 


1.91 


4.27 


1.46 


4.22 


1.67 


13 




2.15 


1.42 


6.52 


1.33 


3.00 


1.14 


16 




2.98 


1.72 


3.55 


1.29 


4.27 


1.33 


17 




8.05 


.98 


5.35 


1.60 


6.56 


1.27 


48 




2.80 


2.03 


3.16 


1.70 


6.15 


1.77 



D 
0 

M 

I 
N 
A 
N 
C 
E 



high 



low 



Graphic Representation 
Pleasure 



, High 




Low 




Arousal 


Arousal 




high 


low 


high 


low 




7.84 


8.05 


4.26 


2.80 


Pleadure , 


6.95 


5.35 


6.50 


3.16 


Arousal 


7.33 


6.56 


6.82 


6.15 


. Dominance \ 


7.22" 


6.29 


2.15 


2.98 


Pleasur^""^^^''^ 


6.63 


4.27 


6.52 


3.55 


Arousal 


4.65 


4.22 


3.00 


4.27 


Dpminahce 



Note: The numbers In each cell represent mean pleasure, 
arousal, and dominance for that stimuli as found in the 
manipulation check. 



38 



^ Table 3. ANOVA for Approach Scores 



Source 


df 


Mean 
Square 


F 


P 


■ I 
Variance . 


Pleasure 


1 


5133.039 


3225 823 


V • \J\J X 




Arousal 


1. 


60.771 


38.191 


<.001 


.8Z 


Dominance 

•J 


1 


289.659 


182. 03A 


<.001 


3.6Z 


Pleasure x 
Arousal 


1 


58.320 


36.651 


<.001 


.7Z 


Pleasure x 
Dominance 


1 


68.982 


A3 352 


X • \J\J X 


• OA 


Arousal x 
Dominance 


1 


2.009 


1.262 


.261 




Pleasure x 
Arousal x 
uomnance 


1 


165.615 


10A.20S 


<.001 




Explained 


7 


82A.889 


5-18.336 


<.001 




Residual 


1352 


1.591 








Total 


1359 











n - 1360 
eta^ - .7281 



eta pleasure « .80 
eta arousal " .09 
- - e ta-domlnance • 1 9 



TABLE A Summary of Tests of Hypotheses 

' '. 



PLEASURE 



D HIGH 
0 

M YHD=4.92 

I 

N 

A _ 

N yLD=^^.01 
C 

^ LOW 



7HA=4.68 



AROUSAL 



AROUSAL 



HIGH 



LOW 



HIGH 



LOW 



1 

7.12 


2 

7.05 


3 

3.08 


A 

2.A6 


5 

6.53 


6 

A. 90 


7 

1.99 


8 

2.62 



YHP=6.A1 
7LA=A.25 



7LP»2.53 



PERCENTAGE 
VARIANCE 

6A % 
.7% 
3.6% 
.87, 

.8% 



2 % 



HYPOTHESIS 

HI: Pleasure 
H2: Arousal 
H3^1 Dominance - 
HA: Pleasure 

by Arousal 
H5 : Pleasure 

by Dominance 
H6: Arousal 

by Dominance 
H7: Pleasure > 

by Arousal 

by Dominance 



MEAN CONTRAST £ 

YHP>7LP <.05 

?HA>YLA <.05 

YHD>7LD <.05 

Yl+5>72+6 < .05 

'73+7^74+8 >.05 

Y 1+2 > 75+6 <.05 

Y3+A<7 +8 > . 05 
No significant 

difference 

?1>75 < . 05 

Y3<77 ^.05 

Y2>76 < .05 

YA<78 ' >.05 



REFERENCES 

Abelson, R. P., & Sennat, V. Multidimensional scaling of facial 
expressions. Journal of Experimental Psycholog y , 1962, 63, 
5A6-55A. ' 

Averlll, J. R., A semantic atlas of emotional concepts. JSAS Catalogue 
of Selected Documents in Psychology 1975, 5, 330. (MS. No. A21) 

Berlyne, D; C, Conflict , Arousal , and Curiosity . New York: 
McGraw-Hill, 1970. 

Berlyne, D. C. Arousal and reinforcement. In D. Levin (ed.), Nebraska 
Symposium on Motivation (Vol. 15). Lincoln, Nebraska: University 
of Nebraska Press, 1967. 

Blggers, Thompson & Pryor, Bert, "Attitude Change as a Function of the 
Emotion Eliciting Qualities of Environcent ," Personality and 
Social Psychology Bulletin . March, 1982, 8, pp 9A-99. 

t c 

Blggers, Thompson 4 Rankls, Olaf E., "nomlnance-Submlsslveness: A 
Affective Response to Situations and its Relationship to 
Approach-Avoidance." (Submitted for editorial review) 

Borgatta, E. F. , Mood, personality, and interaction. Journal of 
General Psychology , 1961, 6A, 105-137. / 

Brooks, W. D., & Emmert, P., Interpersonal Commurication . William C. 
Brown Publishing Co., Dubuque, Iowa, 1980. 

Bush, L. E., II. Individual differences; multidimensional scaling of 
adjectives denoting fetellngs. Journal of Personality and Social 
PsycholoRy , 1973, 25, 50-57. " 

Clvfie, D. J., Manual for the Clyde Mood Scale Coral Gables: Blometrlc 
Laboratory, University of Miami, 1963. 

Cohen, J. Statistical Power Analysis for tjbe Behavioral Sciences . New 
York: Academic Press, 1977. 7^ 

Curro, J. & Cattell, R. B. Manual for the Eight State questionnaire . 
Ch^algn, Illinois: Institute for Personality and Ability 
Testing, J975. 

s ' • . 
De Vlto, J. A., The Interpersonal Communication Book , Harper & Row, New 
York, 1980. 

Engen, T.> Levy, N., 4' Schlosberg, H., A new series of facial 
expressions. American Psychologist . 1957, 12, 26A-266. 



Gladstones, W. H., A mulldlmenslonal study of facial expression of 
emotion. Australian Journal of Psychology . 1962. lA, 95-100. 



Hazzard, W. , A descriptive account of odors. Journal of 

Experimental Psychology > 1930, l3» 297-331. 

Heath, R. G. (ed.) Studies in Schizophrenia . Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 
University Press, 195A. 

Heath, R. C, Electrical self -stimulation of the brain in man. American 
Journal of Psychiatry , 1963, 120 , 571-577. ' 

Heath, R. G. , Pleasure response of human subjects to direct stimulation 
of the brain: physiologic and psychodynamic. considerations. In R. 
G. Heath (ed.). The Role of Pleasure in Behavior , New *urk: 
Harper & Rov, 1964b^ " 

Karvoski, T. F. and Odbert, H. S. Color-music. Psychological 
Monographs , 1938, 50, No. 2 (Whole No. 222). 

Knapp, Mark L., Social Intercourse: From Greeting to Goodbye , Boston: 
Allyn and Bacon, Inc., 1978. 

Luria, A. R., The Mind of a Mnemonist , New York: Avon, 1969. 

Masterson, J. T., Speech Communication in Traditional and Contemporary 
Marriages , Doctoral Dissertation, University of Denver, 1977. 

McCrdskey, J. C. & Richmond, V. P., The Quiet Ones: Communication 
Apprehension and Shyness , Dubuque, Iowa; 1980. 

Meddis, R. , Bipolar factors 1?) mood adjective checklists. British 
Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology , 1972, 11, 178-18A. 

Mehrabian, A., Nonverbal Comnunication . Chicago, Illinois: 
Aldine-Atherton, 1972a. 

Mehrabian, A., Nonverbal communication. In J. K. Cole (ed.) Nebraska 
Symposium on Moti>ftation, 1971 (Vol. 19). Lincoln: University of 
Nebraska Press, 1972b. ^ 

Mehrabian, A., A New Theory of Psychology , 1980. 

Mehrabian, A., & Ksionsky, S., A Theory of Affiliation . Lexington, 
Hass.: D. C. Heath, 197A. 

Mehrabian, A. & Russe^jL, J. A., An Approach to Environmental 
Psychology ., Cambridge, Masti., MIT Press, 197Aa " 

Miller, G. R., & Steinberg, M. , A New Analysts ol Interpersonal^ 
Communication , Science Research Associates, Chicago, 1975. 

Mortensen, C. D., Communication: The Study of Human Inte raction. ' 
McGraw-Hill, New York, 1972 



42 



Odbert, H. S,, Karwoskl, T. F., & Eckerson, A. B. Studies in synesthetic 
thinking: I. Musical and verbal associations of color and mood. 
Journal of General Psychology , 19A2, Z6, 153-173. 

Olds, J. Pleasure centers in the brain. Scientific American , 1956, 195 

(A), 105-116. \ 

# 

Osgood, C. E., The cross-cultural generality of visual-verbal 

synesthetic tendencies. Behavioral Science , 1960, 5^, 1A6-169. 

Osgood, C. E. Dimensionality of the semantic space for communication 
via facial expressions. Scandinavian Journal of Psychology , 1966, 
7, 1-30. 

Osgood, C. E., On the whys ^d wherefores of E, P, and A. Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology , 1969, 12, 19A-199. 

Osgood, C. E., May, W. H. , & Miron, M. S., Cross-cultural universals of 
affective meaning . Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1975. 

Osgood, C. E., Suci, G. J., & Tannenbaum, P.H., The Measurement of 
Meaning. Urbana: University of Illinois Press, 1957. 

Pervin, L. A., Definitions, measurements, and classifications of 
stimuli, situations, and environments. Human Ecology , 6, i, pp 
71-105, 1978. • 

Reynolds, P. A., A Primer in Theory Construction , Bobb^erril, 
Indianapolis, 19T7 

Russell, J. A., A circumplex model of affert. Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology , 1980, 39, 6, 1161-1178. 

* . i . 

Russell, J. A., & Mehrabian, A., Evidence for a three-factor theory of 
emotions. ^Journal of Research in Personality, 1977ai, 11, 273-294. 



Russell, J. A. , & Mehrabian, A. » Approach-Avoidance and affiliation as 
functions of tJie emotion-eliciting qualities of an environment. 
Environment and Behavior , 1978a, pp -355-387 



Russell, J. A. & Pratt, G. , A description of the affective quality 
attributed to environments. Journal of Perslfaality and Social 
Psychology , 19801 38, no. 2, pp. 311-327. 

Russell, J. A., War|d, L. M. $ Pratt, G. A., A factor analytic study of 
the affective ! quality attributed to environments. Unpublished 
Manuscript, 1978. 
. " 

Schlosberg, H. Three -^dimensions of emotion. Psychological Review . 1954, 
61 , 81-88 . ^^ 

Smith, D. R., 4 Williamson, C. K., Interpersonal c)bmmunication . William 
C. Brown, Diiibuqtle, Iowa, 1981 ~7 ~ 



'43 



Snider, J. G.,.& Osgood, C. E. (eds.). Semantic Differential Technlqufe , 
Chicago: Aldlne, 1969. 



Svensson, E. , Mood: its structure and measurement . Goteborg 
Psychological Reports , 1978, 8, 1-19. 

Von Hombostel, E. M., Ueber Geruchshelligkeit . . Pflueger's Archiv frue 
die gesamte Physiologie des Menschen und der tiere , 1931, 227, 
517-538. [ 

Williams, F, , & Sundene, B. , Dimensions of recognition: visual vs. 
vocal expression of emotion. Audio Visual Communications Review . 
1965, 13, 44-52. " 



